JAN-20-2006 FRI 11:46 AM CANTOR COLBURN LLP 



FAX NO. 8602860115 



P. 



U.S. Serial No. 00/726,637 
Page 8 

HEMARKS 

In response to Lhc Office Action mailed on October 20, 2005, the Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration based on the above claim amendments and the following remarks. 
Applicants respect fully submit that the claims as presented are in condition for allowance. 
Claims 1-5, 8, 10-14, and 17-25 arc pending in the application. Claims 1, 13, 1 7, and 1 8 have 
been amended, leaving Claims 1-5, 8, 10-14, and 17-25 for consideration upon the entry of the 
nmendmcnts. Support for the amendments may be found throughout the Applicants' 
Specification, and in particular, in paragraph [0044] oTpagc 17. No new mailer has been 
ciileiul. 

fioubh ' P tttentlni ' 

Claims 1-5, 8, 10-14, and 17-25 stand rejected under the judicially created doetrinc of 
ohvionfiiioss-lypc double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-17 of U.S. Patent No. 
6,870,000, claim* 1-13 of U.S. Patent No. 6,771,739, claims 1-15 ofU.S. Patent No. 6,788,765, 
and claims 1-12 of U.S. Patent No. 6,614,882. 

In response, to obviate the double patenting rejection, Applicant respectfully submits a 
Tcrinin.-tl Disclaimer attached hereto. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
double patenting rejection of claims 1-5,8, 10-14, and 17-25 are respectively requested. 

Claim R vh'iikms Unde r 35 U.S.C. § 10 3 

Claims 1 -3, 5, S, 10-14, 18 and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
allegedly unpatentable over Kinser, Jr. ct al., U.S. Patent No. 5,790,633 (hereinafter "Kinser) in 
view of Kidder ct al., U.S. Patent No. 6,445,774 B 1 (hereinafter "Kidder") and further in view 
of Snnlnna, U.S. Patent. No. 6,298,352 (hereinafter "Sardana"). 

Lor an obviousness rejection to he proper, Ibe Examiner must meet the burden of 
eMlalilishing thai ;dl elements of the invention are disclosed in the prior art; and that the prior art 
relied upon, coupled with knowledge generally available in the art at the time of the invention, 
must contain some .suggestion or incentive that would have motivated the skilled artisan to 



36%S/l*I.f<-O0R4 



PAGE 13/16 * RCVD AT 1/2012006 10:29:18 AM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/3D* DNIS:2738300 ' CSID:8602860115 • DURATION (mm-ss):04-20 



FAX NO. 8602860115 



P. 14 



U.S. Serial No, 09/726,637 
Pago f > 

modify a reference or combined references, tn re Fine, 5 U.S.t\Q.2d 1596, 1598 (led. Cir, 
108R); In Re Wilson, 165 U.S,P.Q. 494, 496 (C.CJP.A. 1970). Applicanl respectfully traverses 
the rejections because Kinscr in view of Kidder and further in view of Sardana fail to teach or 
suggest all of the elements of independent Claims 1, 13 and 18. 

Claim I , as amended, recites "A method for pro actively maintaining a telephone system 
local loop, the method comprising: ^njnaaLSOCHcto level of a user f or_accessiuH proactive 
mamlimopo; communicating with a communications network and acquiring status information 
associated with a Digital Loop Carrier, the status information including engineering information 
relating to government regulations, and at least one of customer information, maintenance 
infoi mation, service information, and real-time process information; predicting the proactive 
maintenance based upon Ihe .status information; generating work order information describing 
the predicted proactive maintenance; dispatching a common database of the work order 
information to Ihe user; and updating the work order information in response to new status 
information inputted by the user," (Emphasis added) 

In couirasU none of Kinser, Kidder, and Sardana suggests or leaches the clement 
"defining a security level of a user for accessing proactive maintenance" as recited in Claim 1. 
Therefore, Kinscr in view of Kidder and further in view of Sardana docs not render Claim 1 
obvious for nl least the reason thai Kinscr in view of Kidder and further in view of Sardana docs 
not loach or surest all of the elements ofClaim i. Claims 2-3, 5, 8, 10-12, and 21 -23 depend 
from Claim 1 and arc believed to be allowable at least due to their dependency on Claim 1 . 

Claim 13 also includes the element "defining a security level of a user for accessing 
proactive maintenance", and Applicant submits that it is patentable over Kinscr in view of 
Kidder and further in view of Sardana for at least the reasons given for Claim 1. Claim 14 
depends from Claim 13 and is believed to be allowable at least due to its dependency on Claim 
13. 

Claim 1 8 also includes Ihe element "computer program code for defining a security level 
of the user for accessing the proactive maintenance", and Applicant submits that it is patentable 
over Kinscr in view of Kidder and further in view of Sardana for at least the reasons given for 
Claim 1. 
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Claims 4, ] 7 find 19-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C, 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kinser in view of Kidder and further in view of Kulalimgc ct ah, US, Patent No. 6,353,902 
(hereinafter "Knlatungc") and Sardana. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections because 
Kinder in view of ICulaUmgc Hiul Sardana fail to teach or suggest all of the elements of 
independent Claims 1,17, and 18. 

Kulnlunge is silent in the element "defining a security level of a user for accessing 
proactive maintenance", as recited in Claim 1 7 from which Claim 4 depend. Therefore, 
Kulatunfic docs not cure die deficiency of Kinser in view of Sardana. Accordingly, Kinser in 
view of Kulatunge and Sardana docs not render Claim 1 obvious for at least the reason thai 
Kinser in view of Kulalungc and Sardana does not teach or suggest all of the elements of Claim 
1. Claim 4 is believed to be allowable at least due to its dependency on Claim 1. 

Claim 17 also includes Ihe element "an Administrative module communicating the 
communications network and defining security level of the user for accessing the proactive 
maintenance", and Applicant submits that it is patentable over Kinser in view of Knlatungc and ■ 
Sardana for at least the reasons given for Claim 1. 

Claim 18 also includes the element "computer program code for defining a security level 
of the user for accessing the proactive maintenance", and Applicant submits that it is patentable 
over Kinser in view of Knlatungc and Sardana for at least the reasons given for Claim 1. Claims 
1.9-20 depend from Claim IS, and arc believed to be allowable at least due to their dependency 
on Claim 18. 

Claims 24 and 25 stand rejected under 35 US.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kinser in view of Kidder and further in view of Sardana and Frigo, U.S, Patent No, 5,710,648 
(hcroinailer "Frigo") or Prohaska, U.S. Patent No. 6,208,776 (hereinafter "Prohaska"). 
Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections because Kinser in view of Kidder and further in 
view of Sardana, and Frigo or Prohaska foil to teach or suggest all of the elements of independent 
Claim 1, from which Claims 24 and 25 depend. 

None nfFrigo and Prohaska teaches or suggest the clement "defining a security level of a 
user for accessing proactive maintenance 1 *, as recited in Claim 1. Therefore, Frigo or Prohaska 
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(iocs not cure deficiency of Kinscr in view of Kidder and further in view of Sardana. 
Accordingly, Kinser in view of Kidder and further in view of Sardana and Frigo or Prohciska 
docs not render Claim 1 obvious for at least Hie reason that Kinscr in view of Kidder and further 
in view of Sauhma and Frigo or Prohaska does not leach or suggest all of the elements of Claim 
1 . Claims 24-25 are believed to be allowable At least due to their dependency on Claim L 

Conc lusion 

Tt is believed that ihc foregoing amendments and remarks fully comply with the Office 
Aclion and that the claims herein should now be allowable to Applicants. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and allowance is requested. It is submitted that the foregoing amendments and 
remarks should render the case in condition for allowance- 
Accordingly, as the cited references neither anticipate nor render obvious that which the 
applicant deems to be the invention., it is respectfully requested that claims 1-5, S, 10-14, and 17- 
25 be passed to issue. 

If there ;iro any additional charges with respect to this Amendment or otherwise, please 
charge Ihem to Deposit Account No. 06-1130. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Marisa J. Dubuc 
Registration No. 46,673 
Customer No. 36192 
Cantor Colbum LLP 
55 Griffin Road South 
Bloomfidd, CT 06002 
Telephone: 860-286-2929 
Fax; 860^286-0115 



Date: January 20,2006 
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